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ABSTRACT 

. ^ The Special Summer Food Service Program for Children 

is_ one of several programs for the feeding of children administered 
by the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) • The program is designed to 
feed during summer vacation, children from areas having poor economic 
conditions, or high concentrations of working mothers. It is 
authorized through fiscal year 1975, It provides Federal assistance 
through State Educational agencies or Service regional offices for 

inancing^ non profit food services operated by approved service 
instiutipis (called sponsors) at approved feeding sdtes, GAO's review 
of the program included visits to six large cities, one each in 
California, Illinois, Michigan, New Jersey, New York and 
Pennsy^lvania. Among the reports* findings and conslusions are the 
following: the program's effectiveness is difficult to assess because 
the Service and State atgencies have not identified the total number 
of children who were eligible nor their location; the summer program 
apparently has achieved rather limited coverage^ especially in areas 
other than^the largest cities; and, problem^ **whioh limited 
participation include vagueness in the law and regulations as to the 
extent of coverage desired, lack of strong support for an essentially 
voluntary program^ and Federal and State funding limitations, 
resulting in a large proportion of allocated funds not spent • 
(Author/JH) 
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To the ?resid<5nt of the Senat.e and the 
Spe»jk*'.r of the House of Representatives- 
Dear Mr. Speaker: 
*' » 

This is our report entitled •An Appraisal of the 
Spec^ial Susaiaer Food Service Program for Children," The 
Pood and Kutcition Service/ Department o£ Agriculture, 
aidministers the prograc 

We m6e our review pursuant to the Budget and 
Accounting Act, 1921 i31 U.S.C. 53); and the Accounting 
• and Auditing Act of 1950 {31 U.S.C^ 67)* 

o 

We are also sending thia report tod^iy to the 
President of the Senate. Copies are beihg sent: to tl-ie 
D.^rectoiTf Office of Management and Budget , and to <;h^ 
Secretary cf Agriculture. ^-^^ 

Sincerely yours^ 

Corpptrollir General 
of the United States 
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liEPOt^T TO TUB COUGBESS 



AN APPRAISAL OF THt SPECIAL 
SUi^^5ER FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM 
FOR CHILDREN ' *- 
Food and Kutrition Service 
Department of Agriculture 



^I^Wy TUB liEVIEU h 'AS MADE 

Jit the request of Representative . 
Charles A. Vsnik. GAO reviewed ths 
Special Suu^^r Food Sprvice Pro3;fS'5T, 
for Children, 'This is one of ^^.^ 
several prograiris for the feeding of 
children a&ilnisterod by tbs Food 
and Kutrition Service* 

The progn^jn is designed to fesd> 
during su;*jner vacation^ children 
fro^^i areas havi^rg^vT econosnic 
conditions 07 high concentrations 
of t»orking mithcrs* It is author- > 
ized through Vl^cal year 1&75, It 
provides Fedenal assistance through 
State educe tiifnal agencicjs or Ser- 
vice regional offices for Financing 
nonprofit TOtod services operated by 
approved spvice institutions {call- 
ed 5ponsQsfe) at fippwced feeding 
sites* 

GAO's review included visits to six 
large cities^ one each in California, 
Illinois, Michigan, Kew Jersey, New 
York, and Pennsylvania* Federal 
funds allocated to these States 
totaled $29.2 million of a $50.6 
• million nationwide allocation for 
the 1973 program* (See p* 4*} 

FINDINGS A ND COnCWSI OtlS 

Px^btejfig^ in reachiyiq 

The program's effectiver«es5 is dif- 
ficult to assess because the Service 



and St^t^ sssncies have not identi- 
fied t^e total nur/6er of chi Idrc^n 
v;ho Vfi*re eligible nor their location. 
Reference to the nuf»ber of needy 
children participating in the national 
School Lunch Progrsfn indicates that 
the SixtTjer progra?n has achieved rathor 
limited coverage* especially in areas 
other than the largest cities, 
(See 5.) 

Probleins wt^ich limited participation 
Include 

- —vagueness in the law and reju- 
Jztions as to ths extent of 
coverage desired, 

•-lack cf strong support for an 
* . essentially voluntary program, 
and 

—Federal arx! State funding limi- 
tations resulting* In a large 
proportion of allocated funds . 
not spent. 

Although there are basic differences 
tn the coverage under the two programs 
fiational School Lunch participation 
statistics can be used cis a general 
Indicator of th^^ su«f?f^er prcgr^'s 
target population, since the sier^er 
program was to supplement the school 
lunch prograiTt* 

An &vera9|r8,8 million needy children 
received tJi^sals dctlly, during, the 1972*: 



IftllJiitSAS. Upon rcmovil. th« ftport 
covfif ddU should b€ noted hcrCKin. 
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school year, wnereas th^ \yiZ surn- 
jter program served meals^o a daily 
/average 1.5 million chi^ren during 
the program's peak wesjf in July, It 
is not known to what^xtent children 
In the sunmer prografn v^ere needy. 
(See p. 6.) 

In the States GAO selected for re- 
view, participation statistics 
showed that sufriner program partici- 
pation was relatively jnuch greater 
in the major cities than in the 
reiTiainders of the States* School 
lunch participation, by contrast, 
was distributed widely. {See p. 7.) 

The authorizing law does not specify 
the ages of children to be served 
nor how areas from which they t<m 
should be'determined* Nor. is the 
law clear as to the extent that mgals 
may be served free and reisnburssront 
should be required from children able 
to pay. (See p. 8.) 

Administration of the Departnjent's 
program regulations has raised 
questions as to the dsciign of an 
effective, economical, and^equitable 
progrc^in: \ /\ 

—The definition of ^children, 
, including persons up to age 
20, (Ri^y be too broad. 

—The requir^ffent that more than 
half the children residing in 
an area inust be needy to quali- 
fy that ar€a for assistance 
he.s disqualified other areas 
where needy children may reside. 

—It has been difficult, if not 
Impracticable^ to determine 



Cx areas in which fTx>re than, ha If 
^ the mothers work outside the 
home. 

—The Service has not required 
sponsors to' determine whether 
individual childreii receiving 
meals were needy. Free meals 
have been served to children 
from families able to pay. 

The sarr^ lav/ ard regulations apply 
to the s\m^T program and to a year- 
round day-care program, al though ^he 
two programs are essentially different 
and call for different adniinistratiye 
procedures . 



The State agencies could have made 
greater efforts to recruit sponsors, 
especially in aroas, other than major 
cities, whore coverage was relatively 
low. (See p. IK) 

State agencies generally directed 
their efforts to sponsors who, had 
participated in previous years. 
They did not systematically follow 
UP to encourage additional organiza- 
tions to start operations in cornntunl- 
ties not previously sensed. State . 
agencies attributed th^ir liiatted 
efforts primarily to the lack of staff 
due taiinsufficient administrative 
funds. \ 

Fiazdiw corwtTSxinte 

State aflencies said thoy had little 
incentive to expand program partici- 
pation^ because of Federal funding 
constraints limiting both State 
acfcninistrative expenses and sponsors' 
program costs. (See p. 13.) 
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state officials said that more ad- 
ministrative funds were needed so 
that additional staff could be 
entployed conxnensurato with program 
requiipenionts. The Service had 
recognized this need but, because 
of budgetary constraints* did not 
request additional funds until 
fiscal year 1975, 

The Service planned to adopt alter- 
native procedures that woulrf more 
adequately consider the States* 
administrative tieeds and establish 
matching requirements for State 
contributions* Ifowever, some 
legislative changed would be 
necessary. (See p. 15.) 

According to State officials. Federal 
procedures for a,l locating program 
funds caused the States to^limit 
funding requests to expected alloca- 
tions rather than present estimated 
needs* The States were reluctant to 
exceed their tentative allocations 
from the Service because they had 
no assurance that additional program 
costs would be reimbursed* 

GAO observed that over 30 percent of • 
the funds allocated to the States 
remained unspent at the end of each 
of program years 1971, 19729 and 
1973* (See p. .16.) State officials 
said these unspent funds resultea 
primarily frm sponsors* inflated 
cost estimates and the States'^ in- 
ability to vferify these estimates in 
•time to make any unneeded funds ^ 
available for additional feeding sites* 

6A0 believes that* on the^basis of 
the in^proved estimating procedures 
used in 1974 in some State?>^the 
Service should issue guidetfrtes 
applicable to all States* .These^, 



procedures related estimates to 
previous cost ejcperience and resulted 
in reducing Ine percentage of unspent 
funds for 1974. 

Proltems in feMing^eite 
opei'*aHo{ia 

GAO's observations of 1973 p'rograa 
r operations in six cities showed that 
the program general ly^ accomplished 
o'ts objective of providing nutritious 
meals to many eligibl^children, 
(See p. 19.) ' , ^ 

A nuinber.of shortcomings and in- 
stances of noncompliance with pro- 
gj^am requirements, however, adversely 
affected progranj operations. These 
included: 

— Childron taking meals from the 
si te.5, often b*?cause of inadfi-* 
quate facilities^ so that super- 
visory per.>onn,e) could not be 
sure that children a^ the meals. 

—Adults not eligible for meals 
eating or taking meals Intended 
for children* 

' —Large 'numbeifs of meals left over 
and wasted because required ad- 
jfjustments in liie^ji rfellveries 
'were tiot made. 

^4teals that had to^e destroyed 
J -because they; were expose^! to 
spoilage andfiinsanitary con- 
ditions. 

— ftoncojiipliance with record- 
keeping requirements at. 
feeding sites. (See ' 
to 26.) 

The Department's auditors had identi- 
fied similar deficiencies in the 



T971 cinci 1972 programs. 

Program administration has tmproved 
as Federal, State, and local agencies 
have gained experience. However, 
further improvements could be roa- 
lized. Agency officials generally 
cited staffing and fundi nt, problems 
as limiting their planning and 
monitoring activities. 

The Service suggested that the 
administering agencies establish 
time-phased schedules for various 
planning actions, including the 
training of administrative and 
operational personnel- The.se sug- 
gested planning actions » however, 
were rfot implemented- in some States 
and adequate planning often had not 
been carried out. (See {:;■ 2^.) 
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Although some sponsors masi operate 
on tight budgets and without adequate 
working capital, especially during 
the planning stage, the Secretary 
does not have authority to make ad- 
vance payments of sumner pragram 
funds as he has under the National 
School Lunch Program. Such authorityl 
with proper safeguards, could help 
sponsors improve Jlhelr planning and 
other administrative activities. 
(See p. 28v) 1 

State officials ^aid that State 
monitoring persbnhel often could *ot 
devote ehough time to the summer ' 
program because of other duties. 
Their reviews were sometimes untimely, 
of insufficient scope, and not success- 
ful in bringing about needed corrective 
actions. (See p. 28.) 



The efforts of the Service and the 
Department's Office of Audit have 
helped to make State agencies and 
sponsors better aware of their moni- 
toring duties; but the recurrence of 
shortcomings shows the n^Jed 'for con- 
tinued improvements and strong moni- 
toring at all levels. 

RECOf^WDATIONS 

^ Should the program be authOJ^zed f\ 
beyond June 1975, the Secffetary of 
Agriculture should have/ther Service 
-take. the following actions: 

--If the new law more afequately 
defines the intended program 
coverage, deteraine^ in\cooper- 
atiort with State educational 
agencies, the target popiAlation 
to be served and establish program 
goals as > means for bettdr pro-? 
gram planning and evaluation. 

• * ■ 1 

—Seek intensified pranotione^l 

efforts by Service regiona" 
offices and State agencies to 
recruit sponsors in large 
small coiiniunities not suffi 
ciently reached in the past 

—Seek the legislation necessary 
to Institute a revised funding 
prppedure and a formaTized- 
matching requirement for Stat€\ 
administrative expense fumls. 

—Devise refined procedures for 
estimating program costs to be 
incurred to permit effective 
use of allocated funds and 
maximize sponsor participation/ 

—Assist State agencies and spcxn- 
sors In developing and implenenttng 
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time-phased schedules for 
planning surnenar feeding ' 

• operations, with special 
emphasis on training adminis- 
trative and operational per- 
sonnel . 
/ ' . 

"Help State agencies, or insure 
that Service regional offices 
v^herfrappropriat*^, imp1en>ent\ 
an effective system for nx)niA 

^ toring tfts operations of spon^- 
sors an.c! the feeding sites ■ 
under their ^^sponslMlity 
and for Insuring that sponsors 
adequately carry out their 
monitoring duties' and proinptly 
correct deficiencies. (See 
pp. 18 and 31.) 

AGEUCY ACTIOm AND mHE$OLVED ISSUES 

The Department said that it basical- 
ly agreed with the findings and 
recoanvendations in this report. It 
recognized that there had been ad- 
mi nistrat1v,e and operational problems 
with the {Jrogram and it cited the 
efforts that had been made to up- 
grade and improve program administra- 
tion. These included changing regu- 
lations. Improving sporisor guidance 
materials, helping selected sponsors 
to plaa and organize their programs, 
and seeking increased State admini- 
strative funds (See pp. 18 and 32.) 

MATTBBS FOR COnSIDBRATIQli BY THE 
CONGRESS 

■ ' ■ ' * 

This report should assist the Congress 
in considering an extension of the 
siOTier program beyond June 1975. 



If the progi;am is to be continued, 
the Congros? jShould clarify in such 
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legislation the extent of coverage 
desirad. . Clarification should 
include 

—separating the program's 
authorization from that of 
the year-round day-care 
program; 

. —specifying the as6s of eligible 
children; 

—providing more definitive cri- 
teria for.deterfiMning their 
eligibility; and 

—stating whether there shall 
be authority to serve free , 
meals tp participating children, 
regardless of their ability to 
pay. (See p. 17.) 

The Congress should consider provid- 
ing specific authority to the Secre- 
tary to make advance parents of 

. sunnier program funds tu sponsors. 
Such authority— similar to that pro- 
vided under section 8 of the totional 
School Lunch Met for advance payments 
of national school lunch funds— could, 

. with proper safeguards* help sponsors 
1if?)rove their program planning. 
(See p. 32.) 
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CHAPTER 1 

— ' o : 

INTRODU CTION 

, The Fobd and Nutrition Service (FNS), Departn.spt of 
Aqriculturer administers the Soecial Summer Food Service 
proqram for Children-- one of several child-feeding programs.^^ 
which the Conqress has authori--5ed to safeguard the health - 
and well-being of the Nation's childi^en* The program is 
designed to feed, during the summer vacationr children from 
aro4s having poor economic conditions or high cbhcentrations 
of working' mothers. 

public Law 90-302, approved May' 8/ 1968 {42 U.S.C. 
1761 )r amended the National School Lunch Act of 1945 (42 x- 
□ •S*C* 1751) to authorize both the J>immer -program and a 
year-round food proqranv foe chil<3ren in institutions 
where children are not maintained in residencie.* The law 
authorised Federal assistance to States in fiscal years 
1969 through 1971 for initiating, maintaining, or expanding 
nonprofit food iiervice programs for children in public or 
^privatCf nonprofit service institutions, such as day-care 
centersr settlement houses > and recrearion centers* The 
law permits auch institutions (referred to by FNS as spon- 
sors) to develop^ special summer programs providing food 
services similar' to those available to children under the 
National ^School Lunch Program during the school year. 

Public Law 92-32, approved June 3p^ 1971 (85 Stat. 85). 
authorised IPederal assistance for fiscal years Ift^^^nd 1973. 
public Law 92*433, approved Septemj?er 26, 1972 (86 Stat. 
724) r agtboip:ired Federal assistance through June 30, 1975. 

RESPCKSIBILITy FOR ^DniNISTRATtON ^ 

FNS carries out its administrative responsibilities 
through a headquarters office §nd five regional of f ices. 
FNS headguarterc (IJ develops and publishes program regula- 
tion©, (2) allocates funds to States, (3) develops program 
uidance and training materials for FNS regional offices, 
tate educational agencies, and spon^socs, (4^ provides 
technical administrative assistance to regional offices 
and State agencies ir (5) reviews State, sponsor, ^nd feeding 
site operationsr and (6;) sets standards for nutritious 



meals. PNS rt<Jionol oLiicPS 'provi^ie tochnica] anO**adrnin- 
istcative assistance to Stote agenciesr to insure that aid 
progrcim re:quiremonts are mot. 

At the State level, the State eaucational agency 
adrainisters the prograu; unless the agency is not permitted 
by law or is otherwise unable to disburse Fedoral f,uncl<s to 
sponsors, in whicii case tne FNS-M^egi»•>nal office scus as the 
adir.inistering agency. Under th's ar ra.v<emont , FNS regica^l 
offices administer red the 1^73 progranv in 16' States^ and the 
1974 prpgr'am in 17 States. . ^ 

The State agency's responsibilities are to; 

1,, Submit a 'fikeal year State plan for child 
nutrition operations for FNS approval. 

2. Make potential sponsors aware of the progrjim 
, and encourage participation* . 

3 ^Review and approve sponsors* applications 
for participating in the ' program* 

«r 

. 4, Execute program operating agreements vith 
local sponsors. 

5* Account' for program fup'ds, i 

-6« Maintain records on program operations, .of., 

sponsors. • - , 

?• Provide cuporvJsory •assistance to sponsors. \ 

8. Investigate complaints* ^ 

9, '. Pay sponsors* reimbursement clainis for 

meals served. 

At the local level, sppnscrs ctVsume the responsibility 
for program operations at approved feeding sites, including 
the activities of organizations to which sjite operations 
my have been delegated. Sponsors are required Jfeo submit 
to the State agency criteria for determining t^o eligibility 
of children to receive free^ or redjuc^ed-ptice rpeals^ at their 
.feeding sites* They must conply wifcht th'4 tcc/ns of the ^ 
operating agreement with the bnat^ agency ana maintain 
accurate tecords to support claims^ for Foder^i. ^^^iJ^fc^^J^s^^Pfi^nt 
Sponsors employing foovi vendors or jsuppllers' fnust insure in 
their food service contracts that, among ':>ther things, meals 
delivered meet FNS minimu/n- nutritional reyuirenients. 

f , t * 
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The Department's Office oC Audit, formerly the Office 
0^ the Inspector General r conducts tir^ancial and management , 
audits of .proqram operations. It; reviews program rnanagement 
procedures of FNS regional of C Lees and selected State edu- 
cational agen iea and.sponsoxs .to determine vhether th^y 
comply with ^piograift regulations. In addition*, it examines 
sponsors* reimbursement claims to determine v^ether their 
^ claims are-*valid and are based on accurate Records. . 

A 

PRO GRAM FUWING 

The law and implementing regulations authorize program 
funds to be iJ^cd to (1) reimbvtc.se sponsors for the posts 
of "obtaining food base<3 on the established reimbursement 
rate for each meal or (2) pay sponsors up to 80 percent 
of their total program operating costs including in-kind * 
contributions in ciccuitistances of severe need iri; v?hich the 
reiicbursaroent rate is- insufficient . FNS regulations limit 
payrcents' Under the 80-percent forittula to 100 percent of a 
sponsor's cash expenditures, if lowerr and to a .specif ied 
maximum rate a meal. Under reimbursement arrangement ID, 
the maximum rate for a regular meal was 30 cen^ts in the 1973 
prbgr,3m and 36 cents in the 1974 program. UnQer reimburse- 
ment >rrangement *{2}, the maximum rate J^or a regular meal 
was io cents in 1973' an^ 73 cents in 1974. 

^ 'in addition^ Qp t%2S t^S^ent of the program funds can 
ba'used to provide up td 75 percent of the cost of equipment 
purchased or rented by sponsors to help them establish, 
^maintain, and expand food services. , • • 

Funds allocated, and expended to roimburscvspgnsorsl-^for 
^th^ 1971 through 1973 sumwec EflP6$|rams were as follows. * ■ 

Calendar year^ - M locatio n . Ex penditure 

' . V 1971 ' : $ 29,9^441 $20,382,729 

, 1972 50,3^^90 > is, 655,358 

'1973 5^v6«),Q00 33,005,228 




To.tal ."^ l^li^l^^Slji $82;,Q^43 

FNS., allocated $$t).6 million and 6xpendi?d. about $49.5 million 
for tii^ 1974 suitimer program. 



Pers^onai services, food, or equipment donated to- the; 
^ program. • ' 
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According to FNS records, the program served, during 
the peak week in July, the following total daily average 
. number- o£ chvildren^,. . * . ^. . 



r 



Calendar y ear 



Average 
dally attendance 



1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 



1,080,000 
1,437,000 
1,52^,000 
1,745,000 



O 



Feeding 'sittjs 
reporting 

\ . llrld 



ftppendix I shQws tHc number of children served in each 
State« 

Federal funds are also' available to sdminister the pro- 
gram in eacn State. Such funds are provided to the States 
as a lump*sum for 3II FNS-sponsored child-fjeeding programs 
and are not specif ic.ally earmarked or reported for the 
summer program* . . ' ' . . 

Be reviewed the adjninistration of the 1973 program and 
the planning fqr i^Q 1974 program to evaluate (1,) the"-' 
effectiveness of the program in^ ^^reachxng eligible children 
and (2) the adequacy of operations ac the feeding sites* 
We made our review in six States— California^ Illinois^ 
Hichiganr Now Jersey, Nev* 'iorkr and Pennsylvanie.. For the 
1973 program, the six States represented about 61 percent 
of the total participation by children and about 58 percent 
of the funds allocates nationwide. Appendix XI shows the 
amount^^el Fod^al funds made available to the six States. 
Appendftc Ilt'^sl^Ws the State edu tional agencies respon- 
sible ^x^r the*Wogram in the six'S,tates and the spon^sors 
in maj^ cities in these States'whose operations we reviewed. 
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PROBLSHS IN RSACEIING ELIGI BLE CfllLDREN 

Because FNS 'and State agencies have not identified # 
nationwide oc Statewide, the nurriber and location of 
children eligible under the program, At is difficult to 
assess fehe program's effectiveness in reaching itf target 
population, Hoifevct, in absence •of pertinent data and 
although there are differences in- program direction and 
provisions, reference to the number of needy children parti- 
cipating in the National Sc|^ooi Lunch Program—which the 
summer f>cogram was intended ^to suppioraent during the suituner 
vacation— •indicates that the su:ru?.er program has achieved 
rcither limited coverage,, especially in 'areas other than 
the largest cities. 

Problems encountered by the program, v:hiqh have limited 
participation, have been ia particular (1) vagueness in the 
law and the regulations as to thq extent of coverage de- 
sired, (2) lack of strong support at the Federal, State, 
and local levels for an essentially voluntary program* that 
need^^active backing a?vi promotional effort, and' (3) Federal' 
and State-funding limitations and certain State--e.atimating 
procedures resulting in a la?ge proportion of allocated 
funds not spent. 

PROGRAM PARTICIPATION 

^ FNS established annual goals of children to be asslsi^ 
principally on the basis of available funding. The agency 
considered -a determination of the total target population 
not practicable because the criteria in the legislation 
to the areas to be served by the program were too general 
and because adequate statistics on needy children were not 
readily available. 

In the absence of data on the program*s total target 
population,- \\he number of needy children participating in 
the Natfonal School Lunch Program can be used as a general 
Indicator. A principal purpose of the summer program was 
to assist many of these children during the months when 
school was not in session. It must be recognized, however, 
that program direction differs — the National School Lunch 
Program is directe<J to the indlvtdWl child in a participa- 
ting school whereas the summer progra^.m is directed .to areas 
having poor economic conditions or high concentrations oC 
working Dothers — and that there are several differences in 
the potential coverage under the two programs* 
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-Needy children part icipviti ng in t;he Ntitional School ^ 
Lunch Prdgrajn may bo working during the summer or may 
not need assistance unJer the sumipor program. 

\ • - X 

•The national school lunch data does not include ^> 

certain categories of children covered by the 

summer program^ namely, (1) children attending 

schools vhich are not pvirt icipatinc^ in th'e 

school lunch program atv3 (2) dv^ldrpn not 

attending school because they are uhder school 

age, are above school age eind under \21, ot have 

dropped out of schoo} • \ 

arget arc^s \yithi<ri a State do not necessarily * 
coincide in the two programs* Jjation^il schopl 
lunch data is compiled by schools, whereas data 
for par-t icipation in tJ>8 summer program "is 4^ter~ 
mined by area' of residence. 

Notwithstanding these ditferences, overall comparisons 
of the coverage by th6 two programs have been psed in the 
past in evaluation studies made by-FRS-and other organiza- 
tions concerned with the retiuits of the summer program. 

i 

According .to PHS statistics, the UatfoHal School' Lunch 
program recJ^hed an average 8*8 million needy children daily 
during the 1972'~73 school year* These statistics show 
that the total number of needy school children entitled 
to free or reduced-price meals wcss lOtffi reillion, of vhoro 
1.7 million did not participate in the'school lunch program* 

The 1973 summer program reached a i^lly average 1.5 
million children during the program's pe^k week* Presumably, 
most o£ these children -were needy beqauser^ the location of \ 
feeding sites in or close to a^reas having \p^r econoinaic j 
conditions. But not all children served v\ere necessarily \ 
needy (as further brobghtjout in this chapter)* ras did ' | 

not maintain or require records on whether ^individual 1 
children served were needy. j , 

The number of participating children in the surmuer 
program may ba somev/hat overstated because it was based on 
the number- of nicals for which, sponsors claimed reimbursement 
during the peak week of July,^ This number was not generally 
adjusted for meals not eaten by children' or for eiccess meala 
d i spi a^&ed— of^by- ser v i ng sorse cfrt W r en mow "than" oSS^ roe al a 



day. 

A comparison of th^o- number . of children participating 
in the two prog ranv^^^S; applied to the six Stages selected 
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for *our i-eviow, Curthoc showed that r.u A\<it program Part^ 
cipation was teUitivcly much groater in the luaioc citie^sj 
we visited than in -the .remainuecs ot the, States. 



Childre n, r eached daily (note a) 



State and city 



Summer program ■ 

( 1^73) 

Percent 
of State 



California.: 

Los Angeles 
Remainder of 
State 

rilinbis: 
Chicago 
Remainder o£ 
State 



Number 

23,405 

67,355 
30,645 



fictional School 
Lunch Program . 
(1972-73) 
Percent 
Number of State 



Michigan: 

Detroit 55,466 
Remainder of 

State 32,020 



SO.? 
19.1 

68.7 
31*3 



63^v^ 

\J - 

36.6 



176,006 
507,969 

212,326 
123,286 

70,238- 
165,397 



New Jerseyi ; ■ 

Newark 22,820 40.7 42,373 

Remainder of ^ , . •_ 

IState , 33,310 -59.3 81,895 



New <t6zk'. 

New York City 406,297. 
Remainder of 

State 101,379 



80.0 
20.0 



467,245 
223,955 



Pennsylvania: • , i,, 

Philadelphia ,38,940 63^4 . 73,713 
Remainder of 

State 22,519 36.6 155,464 



25.7 
74.3 

.63.3 
.36.7- 

29.8 
70.2 

34.1 

65.9 

67.6 
32.4 

32.2 
67.8 



a ^ 

The number of children in the summer program represents the 
„ average daily participation during the program's peak .week 
in July 1973. The number for the National School Lunch 
Program represents the average daily participation during 
Jfarch 1973. , , ' . ' 0 



In thoscy States, th$ m^iior cities accounted, on th|& 
aveccvge, for 74 percent of to-tal participation. An Pfi$ 
analysis of children particfipating in the National , ^School 
Lunch Program showed that, /nationwide, cities with, popula- 
tions over 100,000 accounted for 31 percent of tol^'al par- * 
ticipation during the J 9 72f- 7 3 -school y^ar indicating a 
much wider f^'ograni distribution including siuallerj communi- 
ties* Fed/ral and State officials said that in smaller 
communities, especially in nonurban 'areas, it was mote 
difficult to Yitx3 organizations willing and able to act as 
summer program sponsors,/ ^ 

CRITSR IA FOR DSTgRMININQ PROGRAM COV ERAGE % 

The legislation makes tlm summer and year-round food 
assistance available to childr-en from areas in which poor 
e^Oj^^ifc conditions exist or in which' there are high con- 
ceritr^ations of working/ mothers. Section 13 of the National 

"Scho^^I Lunch Act, as amendedT {4\2 U,S,C/1761), does not 
specify the <\ge3 of the children Ap^ be served and* how the 

'areas from which tney coime squall bo determined, 

■ ' : ■ , 1 \- \ . 

To implement tL% legislot|oi^, FUS regulations define 
^h^ildren as persons under aoe 21 i For selecting arGa? 
j^ligible for summer food assis^hc<a^,y the regulations have 
reqiuir^C^^ starting with the 1Jb|e program^ that , feeding sites, 
to be' ^{J^rbved for program p^^^ipatibn, must:-: 

^ 1. Servo areas in whith more th^n^ 50 gerce^t of the 
f ' residing 'cnildren axe eligible for f ree x)r re- 
duced-prico meals under State guxdelines^estab- 
iished for the National -School Luiich prograni. 

2. Serve areas in which more than 50_percent of the 
mothers are engaged ' in work outside the home. 

The r^egulations reiguirs ,$iponsora to document that each 
selecte|3 site wouW serve children from poor economic areas 
based on^ but not 'limited to, information provided by Model 
City target areas /within a communityr welfare departments, 
zoninqf Commissions, and census data or from the number of 
approvedf^-rtpt)l ications on file for free and reduced-price 
meals, uht^er the National School Lun6h Program. FNS also 
required .documentation for stt^js selected to serve areo33 
with concentrations of working mothers but suggested no 
specific d.upporting data. 

The administr^atlon of FNS regulations has raised several 
questions as toj.fthe design , of an effective, oconoraical, and 
equitable program in accd^rdance with, the intent of the * 
legislation* j. 
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1. The definition of children in the regulations/ 
jjettir;g no limits on the participation OC those below ^n^A 
above -school age, may be broader than intended in the Ipgis-^ 

elation. S<>ction 13(b)(2) prescribes, tot purposes of 
allotting funds among the States, a, formula which shall 
consider the fiu^nber of children in each State aged^.3 to 17 . 
These age limits, however, are not specifically prciscribed 
for purposes of determining program eligibility^ 

2. The requirement in the regulations that a majority 
6f the children residing in an area must be needy to qua- 
lify that area for assistance h^s disqualified other areas' 
where 50 percent or less of the residing children weiJe needy* 
As a result, many needy children may not have received food 
^a^sistance during the summer. Also, neither the law;/nor/ 

the regulations define the term *aTea**" ^/ 

3* Sponsors have four^ it difficult in come cases to 
determine the presence of needy child'ten on the b«sip of ^; 
statistical data suggested in the regulations. Suc^i/ dat^ 
was not always readily avail^^ble and, if , available J/taight 
not have been reliable* For e,xample, census data may no^t 
show the current status of families in need of ^issistahce 
and may beconse obsolete shortly after publication^ especial- 
ly in a State having a highly mobile. popuiati(^n> / 

4* FNS staff studies have shown that it hfts b^een \^ 
difficult, if not impracticable, for spoasoro to determine 
areas in which more than 50 percent of the mothers Vere ' 
working outside the horae. This provision^ to be workable, 
would require an enrollment ''system that may be feasible in , 
the year-round child^care programr but has be<^%j jbo.hsidered 
unworkable in the sumer program using parki?, ^l^ayisft;foun'ds^ 



in determining whether r and how many, mothers in a des£gj>a^;|d 
area are working. / ^ 

5» The information on areas selected by sponsors ha^ 
not been verified by Ste^to agencies and FNS because of the 
administrative effort that would have been involved. State 
agencies ana FNS regional offices; have approved feedling sites 
relying on sponsors' determinations, recor^eiJ on aitd in^cr- 
tnatlon sheets, that sites would draw attendance from an 
eligible area. \ : [ 

6> FNS has not required sponsors to determine whether 
individual children receiving meals at an approved site were \ 
needy* As a result^ sites have served •fre<3t cieals to children', 
from families able to pay for the cost .of the meals in full 
or in- part. . ^ ' 



and other informal 
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The law is not cieai* ar> to what extent free or reduced- 
price meals may be serveil to children, fr^.m eligible ^lceas 
and to what Gxto;;>t children Crom faroiiios able to pay shall 
be required to pay in full or in part for meals they receive. 
Section 13(f} requires that sponsors determiner in accordance 
with a publicly announced pol^'cyi the eligibility o£ chxl-- 
dren to receive free or reduced-price mejilsr considering, among 
other .factors, the level of family income. However, the sec- 
tion prohibits any discrimination against a child because 
of inability to pay and "any overt identification of any 
such' child, by special tokens or tickets, announced or pub- 
lished lists q1 name-S, or -cith^er jtieana^- ^This pitohibition 
gr6atj.y limits any procedure for distinguishing between 
children entitled to rpcejLve free or subsidised meals and 
those required jto pay. ,S ' ' 

f ' FNS regulations for the 1973 program stated that sponsors 
^needinot make individual determinations of need for free 
meal^ if they had evidence that all children at a given 
site were unable to pay the full cost* of a meal. But the 
regulations further stated .that sponsbrs must collect the 
full: or reduced coat of a meal, as ^ppropr iate^ from any 
child. that they determined was able to pay for the weal. ' 



- a 



; 'Although FNS records showed that about 4 percent of the 
" 68*6* million meals served during the 1973 program had been " 
fully or partly paid for, State agencies and sponsors 
sai^d* that it generally was not feasible to use an enrollment 
sys^tem that would Identify children eligible for free meals 
and to collect money at the sites from thoise children able 
^^ta pay.*^ An PNS staff study of the 1973 summer program in six 
. ^sel^'c^ted citi:ds — two of which we also visited — concluded that 
the program had become totally free and that most sites at 
one time or another sery^ free meals to" children who did . 
not 'meet local eligibiViity criteria. ^ 

. Jn. commenting on this matter, the Departmont said that 
FNS was sympathetic to the philosophy of not providing meals 
free to ^nonneedy children and had spent conaiderablo time 
and effort in a|:tempting to assist State agencii»s and spon-. 
sors ir) developing acceptable methods to identify and collect 
money from these children. (See app, IV.) It said, however^ 
that evaluations had shown that this effort has not been ' 
success^til^ due primarily to the program*s organisation, 
structure, and short duration. w 

. , " Therefore, ^he Departinent said, to insure that the pro- 
gram basically served needy children and was located In 
eligible target areas,* it had concentrated on program plan- * 
ning and the selection of sites in such areas. 
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We bolicvc tnot tne Longrebs, ii it should oecivje tc 
extenu the prov}rc.u beyouo June ib?b, shouia consiuer clari-- 
fying the eligioiiity criteria in tne legisiatioa to remove 
tne ambiguities whicn hcjve aevelope'a in au.ran Istor ing .the 
present law ana i^i^plenentino re9uiaticns* - In particular , 
we suggest tnct the law sDoulct: ^ . . 

— Autncrize -the suii^.tec prcgrain cecaratcly from 
the year-rounu cnilo-care prog cam to state i«oro 
clearly the coaaitions unaer wnicn each pcogtan* 
— "StTOtf ld t un c tioiw — hK-hs t i ng— la^^a no t ne ~ i inp 1 o ra e n t i n g 
regulations have prescribed tne same ground rules 
for botn pcogran^s, altho.gh tney ace of essentially 
differeiit character and call £or difter|^ aaiAini- 
strative procedures, ^or example^ as explained 
earlier, the provision \tnat areas with concen-- * . 
trations of working mothers shall qualify for 
assistance can be adiministerea tor the year-round 
day-care program which nses enrollment proceoures 
but hai3 beejj^found generally unwoirkable jtoc the more 
irxfnrTaally adminis'cer^ed summer prog^^am* 

— ClaCciiy the age groups of eligible children* 

— ClaDity^how areas in which poor economic conditions 
exist shoulo.be determineu, if this criterion is 
retaineo for selecting feeding sites, with respec^ 
to size of an area, its location in an urban or 
.rural environment, ana tne proportion of neeay 
children residing there^\ 

— Clarify the authority tb serve free ^neals* to 

children participating at a feeding site iind when 
reimbursement is requirea from children a;jle to ^ 
pay in full or vin part for the cost of a meal. 

Clarifying eligibility criter ia womlu not only help 
sponsoring agencies to select feeding sites but also en- 
able t'tiS and State ogencies to identify tne target popula- 
tion to be reachCG by the program nationwide ano Statewide* 
Wrtnou.t adequate information on ^Hthe nuiubor ana location ot 
eligible cniluren, it is not possible to establish ceuliR- 
tic program goals, prepare appropriate ouoget proposals, 
ana fully evaluate program accomplishments. 

PK0MOTIOm\L £b^F0R'ir5 COULD liL ItJCKfcASLD 

State educational agencies could have *ftade greater 
efforts to recruit «ponsors tor the program, eapectally 
in areas., otnor than the major citie^s, where prografti 
coverage was relatively low. 
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state agencies were responsible for recruiting proaram 
sponsors and v^ere^ eKpected by FNS to mcike potential sponsors 
aware of the summer program and encourage their participation 
Public Lav^ 92-433i approved in September 1972, encouraged 
the maximum feasible use of school systems as sponsors or 
the use of existing food service facilities of public and 
nonprofit private schools by other sponsors. FNS said 
this provision was based on the eKpe.rience that the food 
program generally could be operated more efficiently by and 
in schools because of their superior facilities, compared 
with those of other >x>ssible feponsoro, and their expertise 
gained in operatinSgJthe National .School Lunch Program. 

State agencies had generally directed their efforts 
to (1) recruiting sponsors who had participated in pre- 
vious years,. (2) answering requests for information from 
organizations showing an interest in the program, and (3) 
in some cases, sending information letters to mayors or 
school districts primarily in large urban areas. State 
agencies di^d not make systematic followup efforts to 
encourage organizations not previously participating to enter 
the, program and to start operations in communities not pre-' 
vigBtosly covered. . • * ^ ^ 



FNS and State officials explained that local govern- 
ments and private organizations were often reluctant to par- 
ticipate as sponsors because of the administrative burden 
that must be assumed, insufficient staff to' operate the 
program^ and funding constraints. They pointed out that, 
notwithstanding the legislative intent to encourage the use 
of school systems or school facilities, there was little 
such involvement. The school districjts did not participate 
because: ^ 

1. Additional administrative^ costs would be 
incurred^ in opening schools during the 
sununer ^ut; would not be fully reimbursable. 

2* The regular school staff ^as often engaged / - 
in professional teacher training for the 
next school year and. therefore was not 
available for supervisory duty. 

3. Kitch«*n facilities were'^beirig . repaired or 
were otherwise not available fpr use during 
the summer. 

* 4. Vandalism in school, build^i^igs held open 
during the summer could b<> a problem in 
some areas. 
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Because large cities, have the l»ighest .'oncentcations|*ot 
needy children. State . efforts generally ' were directed to re(r 
cruiting sponsors to serve areas in bxg cities. State / 
officials explained that in smaller cpmmunitieSf especially 
in nonurban are^s^ finding organizations able and willing r 
' to act as sponsors was more difficult, 

f 4 

FNS and State officials agreed that efforts to recruit 
sponsors for the 1973 summer program generally wore in^de-* 
quate throughout the States to ex pond program par ticijfation. 
They attributed the limited efforts primarily to the lack 
of State agency staffs due to insufficient administcative 
fund;5. ^ ^ 

The FNS staff study of the 1973 summer program in six 
selected cities concluded that the 1973 outreach* efforts had 
been inadequate and a factor in preventing FNS from meeting 
program goals* The study recp^onended that a concerted ;pro- 
gram information and outreach effort be undertaken before 
the start of the next summer^programr to £l6\t f^pra the - 

national ta~~th.e^State ~and the local levels, usin^ .all news | 
media as^^well as newsletters, pamphlets, and flyers to school ; ] 

chilS^ten J_ The; effort was to seek support of local governments j 
and of social and service organizations to serve as sponsors I 
and was to receive adf^quate Federal support to assist in \ 
identifying areas of need and locating eligible progrera \ 
participants, , , \ 



FUNDING CONSTRAINTS 
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Our review of the planning for the 1974 summer program | 
showed that recruitment^ efforts in the six States generally * \ 

yjeie-fof. the same scope as in 1973^ except for increased ef- I 

forts in some additional large cities* The study*s rocpmmen- * -^i 

da t ions, for concerted program information and outreac? efforts i 

largely were not ^implemented. | 

Becausec this is a voluntary program whose success <iLe- 1 
pends on the active support of local gdvernmental and public ' .| 

or pirivate service organizations, special and intensive ^ 

promotional efforts by -FNS regional offices and State edu- ^ I 

cational agencies are needed' to generate interest in the | 

program and enlist the services of Willing sponsors in both | 

lairge and small communities* j 



State officials pointed out tha.t th«y had little inceh- * • j 

tive to expand program participation in their States ber \ 

cause of certain' Federal fuViding practices limiting both ,| 

State administrative expenses and sponsors* program costs^ | 

The States, however, have accepted overstated funding esti-^ , j 

mates from sponsors which caused large amounts of allocated'.. i i 

fundi; to remain unspent at the end of the program period. 1 



State- adinini s -irative gApeJls^ * ' \ 

On the basis of an apportionmoot .formula required by the 
authorizing legislation, FNS has provided Pe*deral funds for 
State administrative expenses in a lump sum to cover all FN.^- 
sponsorcd child-feeding programs ' and allowed the. Stages to . 
direct the funds to each program as they desired. Th^\se 
Federal funds were intended to supplement tHe funds provided 
by the States to administer the child-'feeding programs^ but 
there was no formal Federal matching' reqojirei^e.nt for the 
States' own fund contributions. -.-^ . . 

' , . FNS had not deteri?.ined the specific needs of the States 
by individual" program after 1971 arkS the administrative funds 
made available in the years thereafter were not specifically 
related to the amounts of program funds allocated to the . 
States. 

Stiite officials said that more administrative funds . 
both State and Federal, were needed for the sua^er program 
so that additional staff could ba employed comaiensurate with 
the aSministrative effort .required, especially if they were 
to increase their efforts to obtain additional sponsors. 
Additional staff was also needed for adequate planning and 
ironitoting of sponsors' operations. (See ch. 3.) 

Some of these officials said that they would have to 
turn over adir.inistration of the. summer program to PMS if more 
administrative funds were not made available. ' Subsequently, 
the New York Stat^ Education Department "decided not to parti- 
cipate in administering the 1974 ^program because it con- 
sidered the level of administrative .funding it expected to 
receive for the 1974 program insufficient for the staff 
needed to properly supervise and monitor program operations, 
FNS, however, determined, that It could not increase the* 
1974 allocation of administrative funds for the States, and 
New York was subject to the same allocation formula as all 
other States; Therefore,* the FNS northeast regional office 
took over admitiistrative responsibility for the program in 
New York, 

FNS has recognized the need for additional State admini- 
strative expense funds so that the summer program could be 
more effectively cxJministered^ but because .of departmental 
budgetary constraints — reflecting the general national 
budget policies — FNS did not ask *for such fund increases 
from 1971 until fisc^il year 1975 when its budget request 
included an increase' of about $3 million » The increased 
amount, whith has been appropr iiited, will be allocated in 
a lump sum to cover all FNS-sponsored ch i Id- feeding pro(j*'/im3, 
^including the Head Start programs previously funded by 
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t the Deporttpenl: ^of Health, Ek^ucati 
wer^ added to PN§*s j^e^ar-round uon 
vtoqtatos efEective January 1/ 1574 ♦ 

FNS officials s^id that they* had considered t^-fo 
Sltej:i)ative procfeduces for making funds ova liable^ for St^te 
' ' ad-ministrat vve^ expesises, instead of allotting sucfi funds 
in a' lump sum ""f or all child-feeding pnogra^us. One pro- 
<>cedure wcrald take into accoun^t the State's administrative 
needs fcty individual progranU The other < j^roceduro would alio 
a set percentaqe of program .fuitds to be used for State 
adraioistrat ion. According to FNS officiols, ^oth procedures 
would require the matching of Federal furir^s with the State's 
own funds at a^ establi^sned ratio. The Department has not 
yet decided which alternative would be the most appropriate^ 

It appears^ that* legislation would be necessary to make 
\a percentage of progran^ funds available for Otate ad?fi.ini- 
strativ.e expenses and to establish matching requXtettHEjnts . 
Determinatiop of each State's admiiiistrative needs^'by Midi- 
yidual program would not require additional lejisiation. 

We believe th^t, if the summer . program ls"^%0 be con- 
tinued, the Department should seek the legislation necessary 
to institute a revised funding procedure and a formalized 
matching requirement for State^ funds — ^ 

Program funds 

For 1974 and previous years, FNS determined its pro- 
'posed annual level of program funds on the basis ^of the pre^ 
ceding year's expenditures adjusted. by an additional amount 
for progra^n expansion. FNS notified each State of its ten- 
tative allocation and requested it to submit its estimated 
funding needs for that year. After receiving tHe Statefi' 
submissions, FNS m^de the final allocation of program funds. 

According to Stated of ficials,^ thre States £elt con- 
strained by the tentative allocations reqgived from PWS and 
generally submitted estimates within the tillocated amounts. 
The officials ssid that their estiiitates of'funding needs 
were based on food operation? cost estimates submitted by 
applying sponsors, and that they approved sponsors* appli- 
cations only to the extent that the cost estimates, in the 
aggregate, ca\ne within the tentative FNS allocaltions. The 
States were . reluctant to expand program participation 
•beyond the allocated funding levels because they had no 
assq^rancc that additional costs'. would be reimbursed • 

Although State officials indicated that more Federal- 
funds could have been used for the program, ^he States » 
actual perrformance regord shows that a large ' proportion 

V ^ 



of the lEunas allocated to the States re?^;ioed unspetit. 
Over one-third of the fund'i alXocated fc: the 1921i 197 
and 1973 ';programs was not spent ^ as shor^^n in ti.e follow 
summary. 



2, 

ing 



Federal 
allocat-yn 

" (millions) 



Unspent 



Amount 



(iflillions) 



Percent of 
allocation 



1*71 
1972 
1973 



Total 



$30.0. • 
50.3 " 
50 » 6 

I 

$130.8 



$ 9;6 . • 
21 • 6 
17.6' 



$48.8 



32.0 
43.0 

37.3 



TV 



a 



Does not add due to rounding. 
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_ For the siK States whose operations we reviewed, about 
$8.5 million, or 29 percent, of the $29.2 million allocated 
for the' 1973 program remained unspent ' although additional 
eligible children could have been assisted • State officials 
saiO that these unspent funds resulted priwarily from epop- 
sors"* inflated, cost estimates, that the estimates could. _ 
not be verified, and that it could not be determined early 
in the program whether all allocated funds would be spent 
and if additional sponsors or feeding sit#^ could be added 
for the remainder of- the summer. ^ 

gor . the 1974 program, funding estimates were improv.e.d 
^ some States -so that additional sponsors could be approved 
'^within the FNS fund allocation. For example, California 
refined individual sponsors' cost estimates by adjusting them 
on the basis of .the previous yearns experience? and .in New ^ 
York, where the PNB regional office had taken over administra- 
tion of the program, all sponsofa* cost estimates v/ere re- , 
duced by 10 voxQent, following the trend <>£ actual versus 
estimated costs experienced in previous years. 

For these two Stattis, where about 52 percent {California) 
and 12 percent (New YorK) of the funds allocated for the pro-\ 
gram in 1973 remained unQpent:V the percentaqes 'bf unspent funSs , 
in 1974 wer.e reduced to 8 and, 11 percent, respectively. With 
these two States accounting for about 47 percent of the total 
program funds spent in 1974, the percentage i>f unspent funds 
for the total program in 1974 was reduced fco 18.3 percent. 

Cn the basis of the' experience gained in California ' 
and Mew York, FNS should devise guideline;^ for all State . '^-^ 
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agencies and FHS reqional offices.** fhat a refined 
estimating procedure for program costs can be instituted 
in alL States to maximize spoi^or participation and reach . 
an- increased number of children within the availability of >^ 
■funds allocated by FNS. . . 

CONCLUSIONS • . . ^ A * ' 

Federal ^' State, and local officials administering the ' 
orogram have found it difficult to define the target popu- . 
latibn of children to be reached because cf the very general 
criteria in tjie authorizing legislation. Adr.inistration of 
FNS regulations has raised questions as to the ages of 
children to be served, the selection of areas m which eli- 
gible children shall reside, and the determination and ,^ 
entitlement of children who ^may receive free meals as / 
opposed to those able to pay in full or in part for the cost 
of meals received. , ... 

If the Congress authorizes the program beyond June 1975, 
it should consider clarifying in the legislation the eligi- 
bility criteria under which chil<^en shall receive^. assistance. . ; 

The program has encountered several problems which need ; 
to be overcome if a larger number of children are to be fed. . , 

Greater efforts could have been made to recruit sponsqts 'g^i 
for the program, especially in' areas, other than the maoor 
cities, wKere program coverage wag relatively* low. Because ; 
this is a voluntary program depending on active support by 
local governments and service organizations, FNS and State , . 

agencies need to in5:ensify promotional efforts to secure - 
sponsors abl©5S^^^i irig. to carry out the program in large • . 

and small comra'unit^s V . " ' . * ' 



I ■ • fundihgjs^^cedurds have placed cons-.-.taints on the 

* administrative furicis available to the States and should be 

.'■ revised— as contemplated bv FNS— and the necessary legisla- 

T ' tion shotrld be requested to permit at^quate' administrative 

efforts by the Statec and to establisTi an aprropriate • 
-I tequireroent for State-matching contributions. State-lundinq 

; ^ procedures, in^ turn, should be refined to prefiluae larye , 

amounts' of allocated program funds remaining unspent and to, 
faciiiti^te more -effective use of such funds. , 

: , . HftTTEB FOR COHSIDERATIOH BY THE CONGRESS ' - ■ 

:/ • ^Sii^''-C?J!^fe^s authorizes the prQgram bJ^on?P-June 1975, 

^ we recommend that such legislation clarify the extent of 

coverage desired underjche program. Such clarification 
should include (1) separating authorization of the summer. 
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program Er.om that oL*.the year-round day-care program to/ 
- recognize their dMcering administrative character istias, 
(2) spocifyitig the ages of el igibXe .children ^ (3) provWiag 
more d«3finitive criteria for deternpfning * their eligibijjity — 
by more clearly specifying the^ areas in Which eligible! 
children shall reside or by providing other appropr iat 
criteria for determining eligibility — and {4} statii 
whether there shall be< authority to serve free me^ls to 
chi^ren participating in the program, regardless of their 
^^bllity to pay for the cost of the meals. 

RECOMMENDATIONS ^0 ^HS » ^ . . • 

SECRETARY^ or AGRICULrURS 

• •> 

We recommend that, if the program's legislative autho- 
rity* is extended beyond June 1975, the Secretary of Agri- 
culture have the Administrator , FNSr take the following 
actions* * , c . . 

^ . — If the new law more adequately defines the 
intended- program coverage, determine^ in 
_ cooperation with State educational ag«K:ies, 
. ' the target population ' to be served and - , 
establish program goals as a means for better 
prbgram planning and * evaluation. 
I ..... . * ' . ■ 

— Seek intensified promotional efforts by FNS 
regional offices an"d S'tate agencies to re-. 
. cruit sponsors in large and small c6mmuni- 
ties not sufficiently reached in the past. 

— ^Seek the legislation^ necessary to institute 
-a revised f undin^^rocedure and a formalized 

matching requirement for State administrative - 

expense funds • 

--Devise xfefined procedures for estimating pro- 
, • . ' grcun costs to be incurred to permit use of 
al 1 oca ted funds and maximize sponsor parti- 
cipation. 

DEPAPTMENT COMMENTS ■; • , " 

» . . • 

-75.- ^ The Department (see app. IV) said that it basically 
agreed with the findings and recommends^: ions and cited the 
, increased State admihiatrative fjunding for fiscal year 1975 
as one of its efforts to upgrade and improve program 

- • administration* ; * ' 
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CHAPTER 3 



' P ROBLSHS IN OPERATIONS AT FEEDING SITES 

At the feeding sites we visited during the 1973' summer 
progranir the program generally accomplished its objective 
of providing riutritious nieals to many eligible chilSre^^,, 
We and the Department's auditors^ however, observed^^ nutf^ter": 
of shortcomings and instances of noncompliance wiztV^i^^^^'taw ' 
requirements ^^hich adversely affected program opera^ions^*. 

tThe 'Department: 's auditoiss had identified sitnilar defi- ; 
ciencies in the 1971 atW '1972 pcograma* The def icIeTicies . • 
seem to stem partly' from inherent conditions which waKre' 
efficient prograia administration difficult, such as: 

— The program/s short duration — about 8 to 10 
weeks-- which required a lie^ startup each 
year and did not permit continuity in ' ' 

administration.' 



— V r- 



r-Tbe use of volunteer workers, often inex- 
perienced in food service operations. . ^ . . 

— Inadequate eating^ facilities at some cites, 

w * - ^ ' ^ ; ^ \ 

— Varying numbers of children attending 
feeding «^ites from^ day to day and 'their 
likes^^ajid dislikes for the food served. - 

Notwithstanding these conditions, 'Iptogtan administration' 
at feeding sites has improved as the Federal, State* and 
Iccal agencies responsible for the program navp gained ex- 
perience. If the agencies planned and nonltorcS feeding . 
site.operotiti'ns better, however jr further improvement could " 
be realized. '! 

PRQBLSMS IDENTIFIED TK . - ' * ^. 

SUMHSR PROGRAM OPgflATlONS . 

During July and August 1973 the Office of Audit reviewed 
the operations of six sponsors— -one in eac^ of alx tn^or 
Cities. The auditors \fere concerned with whether the spon- ' 
sors were serving eligible children. nutritious meals which 
met prc'gram requirements and vhetner the oponaors* reim- *, 
bursement clainis v;eere valid. 



i 



To determine -compliance with program requirements, the 
auditors, acco*pani«d by summer aides, visited numerous 
feeding sites randomly S'^locted from about 2,200 sites th6 
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six sponsors served ♦ The auditors used a comprehensive 

questionnaire to docun^ent particular site problems, non- 

compliance* with program requirementSf and the reasons for 
such deficiencies. 

We accompanied the auditors to 113 feeding sites — 
including churchesr recreation center's, schoolSf play^ 
grounds, parkS/ and,^housing projects — to observe siteO 
operations and the '^auditors' methods of evaluating the' 
adequBcy of . administration, 

Chliidrfen taking meals from the feeding site 

PNS guidelines require sponsors to' insure that children 
e:at, their ipeals at the feeding site. If children carry 
their meals from the site, site personnel would not know if 
the children ^e the meals and obtained the intended nutri- 
tional benefit. Meals t^^jcen offcsite could be stolen from' 
€he child,- given , to another person, or become spoilod if 
not eaten promptly. Onsite eating enables site personnel 
to teach children good eating habits and manners. 



In all six cities, children took meals from soine-of the^ 
sites* In some cases site personnel -allowed this because 
of a lack of adequate eating * facilities. In other cases, 
however, they either disregarded ot did not know program 
rules. 

Por example, in one cfty the Jtajority of meals served 
at two sites were carried offsite because of inadequate 
facilities. ^ 

-"-One of the' sites,' a -gymnasium approved to serve an 
estimated 700 children daily/ had no tables or 
chairs-. — -The si te-supervisor said he v;as aware 



that children were, not to take their meals offsite, 
but he permitted them to do so because eating facili- 
ties were not available. 
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' — The other site, approved to serve, an estimated 200 
children daily, was a storefront church and social 
hall filled with boites and' other material which 
was not large enough for 200 children. 

The following photographs ^how a site with inadequate 
eating facilities contrasted with one having* satisfactory 
facilities. ^ 
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FNS regional officer State r and sponsor officials said 
that the onsite eating rule was unsuited for si'teSf such as 
storefronts, j where f cord can be distributed but not eaten. 
The officials^ said they believed thatf as long as the 
children werte pro^i^'ed^ meals , the programs purpose was 
achieved. i 



* 



Because it is difficult to follow the onsite eating 
rule when adequate facilities are lacking, suitable feeding 
sites shouldl be s^elected more carefully. 



Meals eaten jor taken by adults 



PWS rec 
age ' 20; adul 
to FNS guidel 
food service 
to prohibit 



At 35 
the sites vi 



ulations limit free meals to children through 
ts are not eligifc^le for free meala* According 
ines, site personnel are to control .access to 
through i^hysical and supervisory arrangements 
the serving of food to unauthorized adults. 



ites in b?ew York City — or about. 29 percent of 
sited during the 1973 program-,-Depar tme^t audi- 



t6rs observed adults eating or taking - lunches which were 



intended to ibe fed to children* ;^his problem was not as 
great in the! other five cities* 

State aLd sponsor officials in. New York agreed that 
adult feeding was a serious problem but said that it was 
difficult tolcontrol, especially in high crime ^areas ahd . 
that police protection was not practicable* They se^id ' 
that some site petsonnel were reluctant to refuse food 
to adults whc) may be hungry. Officials in New York and 
other States generally believed that the only effective 
action that could be taken wouWbe to close: ithe feedings' 

site, but t his woul d de ny mgals to rhildrg»n vhn mAy ntx^A 

them* Some officials also said that iit was better to let 
adults take meals than to provoke them to possible- hostility 
against site personnel* • • 



PMS*s revised sponsor handbook , published in Apfil 
1974f .suggests that sponsors and site personnel post- signs 
at 'sites ar^d inform adults, in the community that the pro- 
gram is intended only for children. The handbook emphasizes 
the need for program personnel to understand the importance 
of courtesy and tact in handling this situation. 

Needed meal adjustments not made 

*' ' 
To minimize the problem of having too many or too few 
meals at feeding sites, FMS i^egulation.s require that contracts 
between sponsors/and vendors expressly provide for making 
adjustments in the number of riieai:s d^4^vered to. each site ~ - 

«. ■• 32 • • 
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within a period of prior notice mutually agreed-upon. FNS 
gr^jidelines require that sites hav(i a means of communicating 
with th^ sponsor to make daily adjustments and that this 
matter be covered during training sessions* *4 . 

In many cases site personnel had not promVtiy notified 
the^^sponsors of adjustments that sho,uld have b^en 'made be- 
cause the sponsors often were unfamiliar with oV ignored 
th/ prescribed adjustii^ procedures. For exampie, one site 
^^^nsistently received sseais exceeding its daily needs by 
d^^-thirds. The site supervisor said that she* had not been 
instructed how to order adjustments and had not at^t ended 
training sessions held before the program started. \ 

Because attendance at sites may'^vary substaintially from 
day to day^ and because most vendors need seme leadtime to 
make adjustments/ some leftover meals are unavoidable*. 
However r FNS expects " spOiisqrs to avoid coi>sistent and large 
numbers of excess meals which could result in considerable 
waste. PNS encourages sponsors to return excess meals- to 
vendors or to serve them as second meals to children who^ 
are at the site for at least 5 hours or who are still 
hungry ♦ 



■ f 



lo 



Meals exposed to spoilage and unsanitary conditions 

FNS regulations- require that each feeding site have 
adequate facilities for the meal service planned • The 
sponsor must arrange for delivering and '^old^ing meals with- 
.in acceptable local health standards and,' if J there are ex- 
cess meals, trrangCijients must be made for storing them until 
they are served* FNS guidelines provide that such arrange- 
ments include refrigeration for milk jand other foods which 
have a high spoilage potential • 



At a number of sites we visited, ^excess meals were 
destroyed because the sites did not have facilities for 
overnight storage, and 36 of 83 sites we visited in .four 
cities did not have prqt>er refrigeration facilities for - 
holding meals, until the^'' children were served* Some sponsor 
off icials!' said that refrigeration facilities were not needed 
because the sites were approved for only a one-meal service 
and the meals were delivered in refrigerated trucks. How- 
ever, these arr:an9ements could only safeguard the quality 
of the food if it was. consumed promptly. 

*r ' 

Some food waste also occurred when primary sites re- 
^-^I'/ed meals for secondary sites which failed to pjLck up the 
mealn» or when primary sites receivecl more m.eals than the 
secondary sites needed. V/aste also occurred when children 
refused to eat ^ the meals because they did not like the type 
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of food served or because the' me<ils lacked variety. The 
following photographs shOK two of.,the^e situations. 




These sandwiches were left over from the-.preceding a^v 
and had to be discarded because ^children -did not like 
— J;Jie_ineist-beiog-^fV€d^T-^ > s ; . - ■ _ r^;;:^ — ^-^ — 




. ...Records o£"health and sanitation* inspections of -vendor 
operations— in-^one city showed that local health officials 
^^...-ExJ^nd^var ious violations oZ sanitary standards at vendor 
^^'^^ facilities. The officials found violations in food- refri- 
geration, storage^ and protection; insect control; equip- 
ment construc'^-.ion and maintenance? and sanitation facilities* 
At. the close of our fieldwork^ the officials were taking steps 
to have corrections made. 

Program guidelines require that sponsors obtain health 
department approval for their proposed food service and that 
State agencies insure that sponsors have notified the appro- 
priate health and sanitation agency before sponsor and site 
applications are approved* . ^ 

• 

In one city, the sponsor had not notified the city's 
health department of .'the date its program was to begin and 
. *^ the lo'cat ions 'Where the. program was to operate^ Therefore, 
the health .department did not inspect the sponsor's and 
vendor's food operation before the program started* State 
officials said they had not determined whether the sponsor 
trad contacted the responsihle heal^h-author ities^beojiuse 
they did not have the necessary staff to do so* 

Required feeding site records 

not mai;ntained ' ' r . 

FNS regulations require that sponsors maintain fnll and 
accurate records of food service operations. Rec6Tds must 
be kept on the number of children attending the sites each 
day, number and type of meals delivered and served, income 
received^ prograim expenditures, and in-kind contributions. 
_The records atre^ to serve as ,a basis for sponsors' monthly 
re iiftbarseihent. claims ^d are to be available for audit aftd 
review. * . 

Maintaining .adequate feeding site records has been a 
continuing problem. According to an PNS evaluation report on 
77 sponsors'- 1972 program operations, 13 sponsors had not 
received' periodic reports from site supervisors on the num- 
ber and type of meals served to children. Of the 294 sites 
FNS surveyed, about 50 reported they had not maijcitained the 
required records. ^ ^ ' 

The sponsors we visited had established fecord* systems 
which their sites were to use in accaix^nitAng for meals, but 
many of the sites had not maintained complete and accurate 
data needed to support the sponsors' reimbursement claims. 
Sponsor officials said that site personnel often had nat - - 

:l4>een--sufflcientiy^-iu^3ki^a z .o. 

requirements % ' ' - - X ' • , 
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As a resultf some sponsors relic^a on vendors' delivery 
records ho support reimbursement claims* This often neces- 
sitated an extensive process of reconciling vendors' 
records; with jsvailable sitf} records and accounting for 
discrepancies. This process caused delays in sponsors' 
being reimbursed and consequently i^^ the vendors' being 
reimbursed. * ^ 

FNS officials said they re.cognized that inadequate 
recordkeeping by sponsors ha^ been a major problem 
'nationwide and therefore a separate section in the PHS 1974 
-sponsor handbook was d^.voted to recordkeeping* .The officios 
said this revised inp'cruction was expected to give better 
^gi^idance to sponsors. * . 

NEED FOR YIHELY PLASHING 

The responsible agencies have recognized that careful 
planning, including sufficient training of operating per- 
sonnel, vfell before the program begins is the best way to 
minimize operational problems at feeding sites. However r 
adequate planning often has not been carried out. 

For the 1973 programr FNS' suggested to its regional 
offices and State agencies a plan of operations ^^ich was 
to help there develop a time schedule for completing FNS, 
State agency, and sponsor plarining activities. FKS stressed 
the importance of obtaining a naxiroum ,degree of coordination 
and meeting certain suggested target dates, starting in March 
until the beginning of feeding operations in June. 

FNS also emphasized the need for training at. all levels 
to clarify program responsibilities, explain recordkeeping 
requireraents, and offer sound management techniques before 
plans were finalized and program operations began. FNS 
said tliat it was vital that the personnel who would be 
directly, involved in the daily food service at^-end sponsor 
training sessions. * 

The State agencies we revievgedlhad not implemented the 
suggested plan within specif ic , time frames. FNS officials, 
said that, early in the year. State agencies were still.-* 
preoccupied with administering the National School Lunch* 
Program <xnC were not ready to assign staff to plan the 
summer program. * ^ t) 

Some sponsor off icirtls said that they had difficulty 
X'toj^etly planning for the program because, jLn their opinion, 
thto guidance and direction vAiich FNS and State agencies 
prpvided;befare tjti^ 1973 program .beg ^m..wap pften insuffir-^ . 
. cit^^ri>:tar^unc^e^rT^^^^ 

of program regulations -on 'Mdy jS^ i973-.--a^.few weeks 'before ^ • 
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sponsors were to begin operations— adversely affected various 
phases of their plannirig efforts. Although"Fl5S had published 
essentially the same regulations in draft on February 20, . 
1973* many of the sponsors were iOt aware of them. 

State officials said thatr without sufficient lead- 
time. State and local officials could not .adequately plan, 
organize, and staff their programs. Th^y also said thgt 
food vendors servicing large sponsors did not always have ; - 
enough tirce to» order the food for the summer. 



—evaluate the extent of needy children eligibleMn 
its area, the interest and support that could be 
enpected from the community, and the availability 
of personnel to operate an effectively administered 
program; 

^ — conduct training sessions before and throughout the 
progreiin so that all personnel would have a clear . 
" understanding of program rules and regulations; 

— consider the various alternatives for providing 
food service, including -the use of school food 
service facilities, onsite meal preparation, or " 
commercial-food- vendors ;^nd- 
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*i According to FNS and some Stat'i agencies,; in^uffi.cient 

^ training had been a continuing problem in some programs^ i,. 

4 . Because they had not attended training sessions, many site . [k 

I personnel were unaware of or unfamiliar with basic' program ] 

I rules. Some site personnel had not been instructed to \ 

I , attend. One State agency Is final report on the 1973 program \ 

\ stated that 50 percent of the personnel assigi>ed to feeding \ 

i - sites had not received training. j 

I 1 Training efforts were particularly hampered when spon- 

1^^, • - sors or their programa were changed close to" the start of 
I . / feeding operations. For example, in one city, a sponsor 
! took over the/l973 program on June 7 when ^the previous 

sponso • dropped out. In another city, the sponsor a^ded 
100 fei«ding sites when feeding operations were about ready 
to start. 

»' " ' 

FNS took various actions to help State agencies and i[) 
sponsors plan for the .1974 program. It revised its sponsor 
handbook to provide more comprehensive guidance on how a 
sp(>nsor, with FNS and State agency assistance, should plan 
and manage a feeding program. The handbook explained in detail 
the sponsor's program responsibilities and suggested various 
approaches 'to meet them. In particular , the handbook empha- 
sized the need for the sponsor to ' , . 

4 




— exercise a high degree of care anc^ffort in 
planning the selection of feeding Bites ♦jr 

" ' ' \ 

Early in 19.74 PNS helped selected sponsors and State. ^ \^ 

agencies plan their 1974 programs in 22 cities in 18 States. 

The principal efforts were devotod to training State agency 

and sponsor personnel, identifying areas in which sites. 

could be established and developing, methods for contrplling 

site operations. j 

PNS also changed its regulations to clliow, for the first 
time, for earm?^rking of a specific arsountf^up to 6 cents — 
of the per-meal reimbursement rate to be (ised for sponsors' 
administrative expenses. Consequently, sponsors could plan 
their administrative efforts on the basife of expected funds 
and thus strengthen program planning and^ administration. 

Some sponsor officials, however, /aid that these funds 
became available only .through reimbursement and that they 
would be better able to plan their p^grams if part of the 
funds could be advanced during the planning stage* PUS 
officials agreed that advance paymei^ts would" be es^pectaliy— ^ 
hel^ul to sponsors who roust operate on tight budgets and 
those without adequate working capyttal but pointed out that 
thi authorizing legislation does riot specifically authorize 
thfe Secrettary to make advance payments under the summer - 
program* . 7 ^ 

A 1972 amendment to the National School Lunch Act (42 
0*S*C. 1757) gave the Secretary/ specif ic authority^ to make 
disbursements to schopls for the National School Lunch Pro- 
gram in advance dr by way of reimbursement.* PNS officials 
expressed the view that similar authority for advance pay- 
ments under the suinmer pro-rata, if it is extended beyond 
June 1975,. could help iopi^oW program planning efforts. 

Although such authority could help improve sponsors* 
operations, the Department should only exercise this authority 
with adequate safeguards ta insure that (1) sponsors have 
the ability to administer ^ successful program and (2) the 
amounts advanced are commensurate with the volume of food / 
services the jsponsors are /expected to* provide/ / 

NEED POR ADEQUATE MONITORING ' ^ , 

To insure efficient deeding site operations and prompt 
corrective actions when rieeded, sponsor and feeding site 
operations should be monitored continously. throughout the 
program period. .FNS regulations require that a sponsor 
have adequate supervisory and operational personnel for 
overall monitoring. and management of , each food, nervice 
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operationi including ^equaU personnel to visit all feed- 
ing sites at leist once within the first 4 weeks of the pro-- 
qraj?/s operation, to promptly take necessary action to . 
correct deficiencies found during that visit, and to :n?,'n- 
tain a reasonable level -of -sita monitoring thereaf.ter . 

The' six sponsors whose activities Me reviewQ(3\operated 
a total of about 2^200 sites. ;ln\one city> sponsor person- 
nel had not' made Nioni tor ir^g visrits to fiome sites and had 
visi^ed ot^er sitesC^late in the program* Spon^sor officials 
said that "ihe funds \available for program administration did 
not allow ior necessW^ stafOng'^and that some regular moni- 
toring visits 'had toj b^^curtaiil|^3 'to followup on weaknesses" 
at other si-.es. / ^^j 

PHS regulations also require that each State agency' 
provide adequate personnel for program supervisio.^, inn_„ 
eluding supervisory assistance to sponsors to insure ade- 
quacy of program operations. As part of the supervisory 
assistance activities, administrative evaluations, includ- 
ing onsite visits to spohsors, are to be made* For the 
1973 program/ FKS gijidelines suggested that .each State 
agency, or FNS regional office where applicable, review 
each of its sponsors' operations at l^ast ^once during the 
program period and visit a rainimuci of 10 percent of each 
spon:s6r*s( Reding sites. 1/ , ] 

State officials saaid that they^ tried to review sponsor 
and site operations during the 1973 program in accordance 
with FNS requirements but £hat their monitoring personnel 
often could^ not devote enough time to the summer program 
because th^y alsohad monitoring duties for other FNS 
child-feeding programs which were larger and lasted longer. 
The monitors* reviews of the summer program were sometimes 
untimely, of insufficient scope, or not successful in 
bringing "about corrective actions. For example: 

—One State^^s* monitors had not begun their 7 
visits in one city until the 1973 program 
was more than half completed. 

— According to an Office of Audit report # the . 
State monitors' visits wore not fully effec- 
tive becpusei in many cases, the monitors left 
J:he sites before all children had been served 
and th'^'^efore could not observ^^the adequacy 
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FKS regulations changed this suggestion to a requirement 
effective January 1, 1474. \ ^ 
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of coctain practices, such as handling .and 
disposirig of eKcoss meals, . _ 

"••^State monitors had not, in all cases, ^inade 
followup visits to determine whether spon-- 
sors had taken corrective action on, the 
Office of Audit's '•fast reports*' — reports • * 
used to notiCy State agencies o£ deficiencies 
' needing prompt ^attention. 

State officials saix3 that the shortage of adequate 
staff was a major factor hampering the State agencies' 
monitoring functions. * • - . 

During J:he 15 72 and 1973 programs, the FNS region^il 
office in San Francisco?^ California,, at the State a^ency'^s 
request, began monitoring site operations in Lqs Ai^geles 
County, vhidh had about two-thirds of the State's summer 
program activity, becau-se the' State agency did not ^have 
enough £:taff to cover the county effectively, FNS provided 
the State agency with its monitoring results and with the 
Office of Audit *s review results. Although FKS expected 
the State agency to followup on all actions recommended to 
improve program operations, the State agency told us that 
TE~bf^n did riotr-faecatrse-.o f insuC f ic'ient nnanpo^eTrr 

FHS officials said that they were hesitant to apply 
pressure on the State agencies ^o take corrective action 
because the State agencies may decide they no longer wish 
tc .serve as program administrators arid FNS "would need to • 
take over this responsibility. As noted ^on page 14, the New 
York State Education Department discont;£nued its partici¥)a-, 
tion in the program in v 1974 because it determined it would 
not receiV"^ enough edministrative funds for the 1974 pro- > 
gram ifor the staff needed to properly- supervise and monitor 
program operations. ^ 

Tl\e Department has dcyvoted substantial effort's to 
improve monitoring of the program at all levels. \\x add- 
tiori to isauing .regulations, handbooks, and other direc- 
tives and .g-aidelines, FNS has made staff studies and eval-^ 
uatipps of' each year's program to identify improvements 
to be made in the following yearns program* The Office of 
Audi t^ has made financial and management audits, reported 
its findihgi3 of shortcomings for prompt correction, and 
'reviewed tho validity of sponsors' reimbursement claims 
to insure vthat prograror funds are spent according to FNS 
requirements. \ * 

.These, efforts' have helped to make the State agen^S^es 
and apLonsors better aware of their administrative duties 
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j ; 'an3 x>r:^the need for riK^re efCicient ^ood Service operations*, 
X^J^-^. ,'„^^.^lo>ieye^ recurrence of shortcomings 0% noncom-; 



f.t^lcirtiance with prograin reqairements shows the need for con- 
•tinued improvements and strong monitoring ^t'ail levels* 



CONCtUSXbNS 



Many of the problems th^t occurred at feeding sites • 
seemed to stem, to some .exten^t, from such inJ^erent con7 
ditiqns as the program's shprt dura;.ti.on, the difficulty' ^„ 
of finding adequate eatiiig^ facilitiesy and' the ^ problem o£*'^ 
xepruiting and training staff, > FNS has taken some. actions ' 
to deal wi'th ^f|£ding site problems^ but/lfurther improve- . / • ; 

•merits could b^wealized throu9h laore timely, plaiining and - ^ 

adequate inonitoxing of feeding site operations by the . . . 

administering agencies. - ; \ - \' • 

^ FNS suggested that the administering agencies estab- , ^ . 

liah time-phased schedul^§^^f or Various planning actfionsr J 

Including the training of adininistrative and operational \ 

personnel. Because suck schedules are desirabior FN3 should « * 

help State agencies and sponsors dev^^lop and implement ; ' 

the schedules, start ^ng as early in the calendar year as \ , 

possible > l|pecial -:#.phasis should be given during the ; \ 

planning stiage. to staff trainingt.^^,;^^^^^ • ' 

* Because some sponsors must derate on tight budgets .anu 

without adequate working capital* especially during the^ , ^ 
important planning stage r authority for the Secretary, to - ' ^ ^ I 

"make advance payments of summer program funds — similar to the , C : 

authority he now has under the National School Lunch Pro- * ; 

gram~could help sponsors improve their planning ai]d other \ 

administrative, activities. This authority should be exer- ] 

cised only, with proper sa'fegujirds to insure that sponsors v,<' | 

have the ability to administer a successful program and ' - i 

that any advances are commensurate with the voluc^s^^^of food ' , ^ 

services the sponsors are expected to provide.- 1 



^ • • Although the. efforts of FNS and the Office of Audit 

t have helped to make the administering agencies better aware 

of their monitoring duties, recurring shortcomings in the 
program shbw the need for continued improvements and strong 
monitoring at all levels. 



RECQH !fBNDATI0N3 TO THE . . ^ 

we recommend that, if the program is authorized beyond June, 
1975, the Secretary of Agriculture have the Administrator.^ FNS: 



-•^Assist State agencies and sponsors in developing *^ 5 I 

and implementing time--phased schedules for planning ^ J 



Slunimer feeding operations, with special emphasis 
"on training administrative and operational 
personnel • - 

—Help State ageD<C2'es, or insure that fNS 
Gegional offices where appropriate,, imple- 
ment an effective system for monitoring the 
operations 9£. sponsors and feeding sites 
under 'their * responsibility and f<Jr insuring 
that sponsors adegua.t^ly carry, out theif 
lOiohitoring duties /an^promptly correct * 
'deficiencies. 



HATTER F0» CONS ID 



Beoaus^^: speQC^lc authority to make advance paymerfts' 
of summer prq^am funds could help sponsors improVe their 
program plamiingf ^the Congress, if it decideb to continue 
the program-y m*iy wish tb give the Secretary authority simi- 
lar to thit provided under section 8, of the National School 
Lunc^i-Act f or\ ad^an^ce payments of national school lunch 
funds* \ 

Such authority should, hoVever, provide for Adequate 
safeguards to insure that Sj^onafors have the ability to ad- 
minister a successful program and that amounts advanced are 
commensurate with the volume of food services the sponsors 
are expected to provide.. Although the necessary safeguards 
could be set forth in the legislation, we believe that the 
same purpose could be achievjed by including specific 
language to this effect in the committee^report accoiopany*- 
ing any proposed legislation. 



D^t>ARTMENT COMMENTS 



The Department^ said'' :|hat*^it basically agreed with the 
findings and recommendations. (See app. IV^ ) It re^cognized 
that there h^d bee'n adminiat-r^tivre and operational problems 
wltli the program and saiil tha^., although these problems . 
were not lira.ited to major cities, its' evaluation efforts 
had pointed oub that they were inore pronounced in raetro- 
I>oritan areas, such 'as those we visited. 

The Department said that its operating experience haA 
bsen useful in improving the overall administration and 
effectiveness ot the progccm and, among the efforts to 
Upgrade and .improve program* administration , it cited the 
following actions which were di^ussed in thi^ chapter.^ 

— Help?.ng selected sponsors to plan and 
organise their programs. (See 28.) 
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■^Revising pn'ogram tegulv^'tions to allow . - ' 
,spoa.sors up to 6 cents « meal, for administra- 
tive costa and to provide specific monitoring 
objectives {See 28 and 29^} 

•Revising the sponsor handbook to provide 
'TBore comprehensive guidance to sponsors 
and sites « (See'pp^ 22 « 26, and 27,) 
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• SC OPE -Qg RDV IEW . ' ' 

* We made cue review ok tho r.pecial summec food prcgx.am 
at FNS headquarters In Washington, D»C»r.and at thiee 
regional of£ices in Chicago, Illinois j Prittceton, Sew 
Jersey? and San Francisco, California, we aleo visited the 
State €>ducabi onal agencies in California, Illinois^ Michiganr 
i^ew Jersey, J^ew Yock#- and Pennsylvania and reviewed the 

1973 operations of six sponsors, on^ each in Los-Angelesr 
Chicago, Detroit, Newark, New YorK City, and Philadelphia. 
Wo accompanied Department auditors to 113 £ood^ service sites 
in these cities -to observe the feeding operations • 

> - 

( We reviewed the applicable legislation and the 
policies, procedures, and program records of fWS, the six 
State educational agencies, and the six sponsors and their 
fooQ service sites* We interviewed Federal , State, and 
local officials responsible for supervising and administer- 
ing the 1973 program and s\ade followup inquiries to deter- 
mine the actions taken or planned for administering the 

1974 program* We reviewed audit reports which the" Office 
of Audit had issued as a result of its reviews of the 
suminer program's operation. 
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. APPENDIX I 



m^k OF FEDING SITES R£PORTIWi AKD THE mH 
AVERAGE HUiOER OF CHllWEN SCRV^O UY STATE 



State. 



Arizona- 

Colorado 
Connecticut 

District' Of 

Colucibid 
Florid* 
Gcorgtt 
lUwifi 
ld«ho 
IHinoU 

low 

tCcatuci^sf 

Mirylond 

Htcht^n , 
Kinn&soU ^ 
Klvslssippi 
HfsscHJri 
Hofttona 

N^w Hjjnpjhtrc 
Hev Jersey 
Hat.Kt^xico 
Nfff York 
Korth Carolina 
North Dikota 

Oregon 
I^cnn$y1van<a 
Ri)ode Zslond 
SoMtH C^rol-ini 
South OaltoU. 
TenncsSfi 

Utah 

Veitttnt 

■Virglnta 

Vdshinoton 

West Vir^lnf^i 

Wisconsin 

Puerto Rico 
Trust Territory 



(note'i) 



163 

33 
21 



TdS 
161 

22 
428 
- 6$ 
•12 

28 

u; 

12C 
fil 

210 
21 
^30S 
4$ 
3S 

>62 
13 
18 
. 1 

192 

S2a 

81 
4 

2S1 
93 
34 

305 
29 

179 
. 21 

194 

2S5 
19 
4 

25$ 
100 

Zi 

4€ 
9 

m 



24.37S 



43,353 
43»195 
103,546 

U477 
67»272 
6.562 

esQ 

1 165 
14,625 
52^247 

8»6S5 
3U'275 

6»681 
45»251 

€•767 
10.613 
23,775 

K034 

2^901 

731 
2a,277 
' 5»2I3 
1S9.250 
27,780 
'360 
3U61Z 
13*079 

5.556 
46»41S 

2»8£0 
39,470 

U279 
51,167 
60r400 
801 

140' 
37,663 
7^358 
6,013 
7,224 
€11 
6»S96 



recoft^g 
sitfs ADA 



85 12J02 



2.76G 44 

1 20 

4n072 U009 

5»130 17 

; M95 42 

119 - 14 



100 
273 
221 
8 
3 

84 
14 

66 

no 

194 
24 

210 

•fes 

338 
82 
47 

320 
6 
17 

*S 
468 

10 
2,253 
175 
5 
328 
120 

90 
440 

45 
261 

23 
316 
375 

11 

130 
40 
11. 
59 
4 

1*904 
1 



6,527 
3.831 

115,564 
I.SSO 
5.149 

. 4.893 

38>531 
35,054 
5S»36a* 
U163 
80 

71»0S4 
9,394 
1.150 
2.648 
13,305 
26.,1&4 
2*355 
3U116 
14.000 
50.767 
13.965 
8,876 
34,/51 
512 
, 3.339 

• U032 
66.812 
4,257 
423,375 
2S.614 
805 
49,449 
13,658 
.6,396 
63.003 
3.351 
34,057 
531 
43,217 
51.240 
735 

19,6W 
6,194 
2.236 
7i490 
^ ?16 
50^973 
30i 




., July 1S73 
sites ADA 



21.969 

1.422 
5,662 
122.757 
3.698 
10.471 
5.331 

28,726 
-43.993, 
69,350 
1,445 

8, 

98.000.: 
10,444 
910 
1.337 
11,135 
26.656 
010 
29.892 
20.043 
87,486 
11,544 
2,690 
22.831 
272 
363 
1.467 
17 
56.130 
5.2K 
507,676 
44.555 
V 699 
41,483 
5,936 
5.733 
61,469 
1,336 
34,875 
426 
31,866 
43.S06 
880 
S5 
17,894 



185 
306 
525 
10 
1 

766 
168 
41i 
13 
151 
195 
11 
247 
.142 
*65S 
^3 
71 
226 
3 

e 

15 
1 

517 
51 
2.009 
434 
8 
250 
73 
95 
505 
20 
260 
4 

270 
355 
14 
1 

130 



-5S 
45 
5 

261 
15 



4,604 
5.f23 
.96 
10,405 
407 



; July 1974 
sittgs . ADA 



209 30.993 



30 ' 3,144 
65 7,799 
1,112 .17M20 

2i 1*6.05. 



129 
6 

181 
. 340 
640 
15 
1 

979 
69 
*0 
31 
■202 
229 
6 
253 
297 
161 
13.U 
89 • 
93 
4 

36 
2? 
12 
632 



23.809 
^9.023 

23.166 
51,273 
•69,723 
1.073 
. 59 
89.000 
10.H1 
- 663 
3,121 
12,832 
43^271 
181 
31 ,527 
26,377 
14.923 
7.470 
14.072 
16,515 
319 
3.251 
2,06^ 
955 
56,770 



2,580 614.854 

531 43.267 

2 85 

380 , 51.259 



Tout 

Average daily attincfanct. 
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. Al»PKKDtX III 




..STATB EDUCATIONAL AGt:i4aiSS:J^N0 STOKSOBS 
^ . VISITED DURJl«G OUR;^I^W - 

CALIFOIINIA DEPARTMEN'^C Of EDUCATXO!h ."^ 

County of Los An\eles Department oL Par its 

and Recreation .\ > / j.^^ 

ILLINOIS OFFICE OF THE SUPKRINTEHp"fiNT\GF PUBl.IQ ^ 

msTRUCTioa . ' r ^ * 

City of Chicago^ Department .9*^ H^^n | 
Resources -# . ' ^ / 

MICHIGAN DBVARTMEST OP EDUCAT|p«. ^ ^ _ 

City of Detroit, Depafment:. oi- Health 

^ . ' / r 

NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIOtf ; 

City of Newarki Department of Health arvd r 
-Welfare . - i 



NEW YORK STATE EDUCATIOH DEPARTMENT , . . ^ ; 
Hassidic Ccj^poration for Urban Concerns,, 
Hew York dity '\' v 

PENNSYLVANIA DBPARTMBNT OF qpyCATIQN^t J 
Philadelphia Department of Recreation ; 
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APPEKDIX IV 



UNITED STATES OEHARTMENT Or AGRICULTURE 
FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE 



Mr. Henry Efichwega, Director 
Resources *nd Ecoiioadc Doveloproent Dlvl&ion 
United States General Accounting Office 

Ddar l\r. Eachwegei 

Baaically we agree" with the findings and recommendations contained 
in the draft cf yo*:»* Report to the Congresa of the United States on 
the Effectiveness and Administration of tha"" Special Surcsnar Food 
Service Prograia for Children* - ^ 

We recognize that there have been ^dissinietrativo and operational 
problems vith Jiie cuiawer progrora* Howaver, oar review and ovaluatipn 
efforts in the field have helpod us identify problems at the Federal}' 
State and local levels. *Ehe operating experience has been useful in 
Improving the overall administration .and ef Coctivene^o of the program. 

We. have found that many eligible sponsors experience dlf frailty in 
obtaining adequate fa'plHtleo and Manpower to effectively operate the 
program* The lack of ritaff has created nujnetous probleras in super- 
vising jfmd monitoring the program «t the site and sponsor level # 
Because of the lack of food production facilities) it is necessary 
for many sponsors to depend on tii'a services of consnercial facilities 
in order to operate a program* Although those j^robletns are not 
limited to major cities, ou^ evaluation efforts. have pointed out that 
they are toore pronounced in oiotropolitan areas. Ihe subject report 
reflects* those conclusions since it priroarily focuses on six programs 
located in such areas. 

s 

Our efforts to u^s^ai^cs and insprovo the adattniotration of the S^junmer 
Sj^edal Food Service Prograia have Included: (1) iinpro\'Od review and 
tnonitoring efforts at the Federal and State levels, (2) regulatory 
d^anges, (3) it3q[>rov^d guidance mtorials to local sponsors and (4) 
increased State* administrative funding. 

(1) IiP^rovftd Revieif and MonltorinR Efforts 

Federal - Prograia operating exporience has shown the need to 
iujprovo our inouitorlng offortp in the field* Therefore, in 1973 and 
1974, the Agency cinbarkod on a project of providittg- cponsoro with 
aaai&tancd from 6ur ataff , in addition' to involveownt by our Roslona 
and States. Our personnel assisted in helping sponsors plan, .organixo 
and operate euttroer programs* 
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State • Although It has bcon necesnary for SUaten to <5U'Cce major 
efforts to areas with tlie Iflirgest concentration oC d\ildcon who qualify 
for the program, efforts have been directed to smaller coimwnicics and 
rural areas. Available data for the 1974 program verifies this fact* 
Nationally, 44 percent of the 1,075 sponsors had only one site and an 
additiop.al 31 percent of the sponsors had 10 or less sites. Iho 
majority of these sponsots were located in rural areas ^ 

(2) Regulatory Chang es 

Nucierous changes h«ivc beot) made vjiiich, wo feel ha\»e holpod to 
improve t^e overall administration of th^ program (ite%, changes in 
meal requireroents, the provision for allcwing sponsors up to 6 cents, 
for administrative costs and specific tnonitoring objectivoa)^ 

^ (3) Tm&roved Guidance Materials to Sponsors and Sit;< su 

A major effort haa been made to. develop comprohonsiva twitcriali; for 
sponsors and Bites • V[\ct guidance rsaterials developed for thia past 
suratnor provl'ded ^spondors with in-depth assistance in pl«nning the program^ 
selecting sitoa, setting up the administrative operation, training, * si t^ 
oporstiono and record-keeping. 

(4) Increased State Adcflini strati ve Funding 

Through our efforts to upgrade the administration of the Special 
Sunnoer Food Service Frogranj wo have realised the need to incraase State 
admirjistrative funding and this was reflected in our fiscal year 1975 
budget reqj.ieDt. The recently enacted Agricultur-^l Appropriations Act 
- provides £or an increase of over throe million dollars lea State 
Administrative Eicpense funds. We believe this additional funding vrtll 
aoaist States in improving the managetncnt efforts rolptod to the Special 
Summer Food Service Program* 

The report indicated that during the 1973-74 school year, 8*8 willion 
needy children received free or reduced price rooala under the National 
School lunch Program, whereas the 1973 ^ecial^ Sunsner Food Service 
Program cervod meals to a daily average of 1.5 jtiillion diildren* IXie 
to the differences between the autJioriiJing legislation for the tw . 
programs, ue do not believe ouch conrpariaons are entirely valid. 

Assistance under the National Sclxool Lunch Program is directed to the 
individual child in any public or nonprofit school dooirlng to partici- 
pate. Assistance under the Summor Special Food Service Pcogrom la 
directed to nonresidental child 6aro centers that serve children' from 
a read vich poor economic conditions and from a re a a with high concentratioi 
of working mothers. Once they have boon approved, child care centero 
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receive Federal asolst«ince for the overall foading program rather than 
on the basis) of individual children. As a reuult, many , children 
eligible {or fr^e and reduced price meala under the National School 
Lunch Program are not in the target group to which the Special Food 
Service Program is directed. ^ 

The authoVicing legislation for the Special Food Service Program 
outlines responsibilities of the eponaor to ensure that needy children 
receive meals at a reduced cost or no cost:. Tlie majority of sponsors 
do not doteinmlne non-needy children nor collect money fxom these 

* children. ' Ihc Food and Kutrition Service la sympathetic to the philos- 
ophy of not providing meals free to non-needy children* In this 
context we have spent consid^srable time and effort in attempting to 
assist State agencies and local sponsors in developing acceptable 
methods, to identify and collect money from these diildren* However, 
evaluations have shown that this has not been cuccesflful. This is 
primarily due to the organisation, structure and short duration of 
the summer program. Therefore, in order to ensure that the Suraoer 
Special Food Service Program baaically serves needy diildren and* is 

. located in eligible target areas, we have concentrated on program 
planning and the selection of sited located in such areas. 

Unlike the National School Lunch Program legialation, the Special Pood 
Service Program legislation dooe not provide for varied lex^els of 
assistance as between ncedv and non-needy children; rather, it provides 
for assistance to individual food service programs. In itop!|Leroonttng 
this program, aponoora receive reimbursement at the same level, or a 
percentage. thereof for meale served, -to all ichildran. In especially 
needy programs, incone (including childiren*a payments) is considered in 
establishing reimbursement levels. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on your report of the 
effectiveness an<l administ^^ation of the Summer Special Food Service 
Program for Children. . . 

Sincerely, 





PRINCIPAL ^t^^ICI^*^!. KTunp 

RESPONSIBLE P.OH AE^^lUISTRATiaN 

DISCUSSED p THIS UpOHl ^ 



Earl L. Dutz DSC, J^' J-^-- 

. ASSISTANT SECRETARY, KAPl^ETnG'. ' 

mUD CONSUMER SERVlCESt .^^^ p 

/v Richard L, Feltnet ' Apr. IJ'J P^^*-., 

Clayton Yeutter {5^5 J^''/ A 

Richard B. Lyng . Har. l^^^ |. 

ADMINrSTRATOR, FOOD AND • " 

NOTfelTION SERVICE: „ «. 1 069 Vt,^^ 

' •, Edward J. Hskoan Sept. Pif^^f,^. 
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